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Stateineict lie Case

I he subject property is pree’tI Iv valued as ni nv’:

LANL VALUE IMPROVL.NtIJT TAIUI l..I,UIH 1SSI-SMIINT

S25,900 511400 5411,300 Sl0,}75

An appeal has been filed on behalfofthe property owne.r ii]i the Stale Board of

I..qualizIiioii. *Iiw undersigned administrativejudge corducled a hearing in uk ‘mIter nil

April 24, 06 in Gal latin. lenctessee. in attendance at he hearing were Helen I,. Ta’] 11.

the appellant, and Sumner County Property Assessor. John C. Isbell and Fred! lardeastle.

n.ipI.s OF I:.l AND ONCI,LISIONc .WJ:.W

Subject properi ctiiisists ofa ‘x 6] acre Iract cittIrevL’d with a irigIe taniilv

residence located at 134 Keytown Road in Portland. ‘lennessee.

The taxpayer conteicded lila! subject property hou!d be valued at aj,proimately

$30.U{K, In stippciii oIrJ,is position, the taxpayer arVLLei th:o the ;rd c,uiitwide

reapprais:iL L’;ILI,’cd the apprinsLl olsubiect propem’ to iiiL:iease ecessiveJv. In adliliorI, tue
taxpayer asserted that the current appraisal of subject land should be reduced ruin 4.$

per acre to S 2800 per acre in order to maintain equa]i4tion. Moreover, the taxpayer

ilulLalairled that suhiect property experiences i dimunilioii in value hecLitise ot p erlittes

ii ocig the Iecigtii of the frontage. Finally, the taxpaer also contended the latin shnp till

dwelling have been oerappraiscd.

Ihe assessor contended that subject property should be valued at 4fl$Dhi. In upport

0] Uhc poclitin. three ‘acapil antI ‘;ple’ and Iie improved sales welt inIrxItiecd into

cv iLkitce. The asi*s ‘or iiaintaitted ‘tat the current appraisal of utjcc property appears

consenative based upon the various saks. I’he assessor a’so noted that Ilie stmcmral

elements on the properly record Card have read’ been educed to ‘‘below u era e OF

minimum,"

The basis of valuation a’ stated in Tennessee Code Annotated Section 6--60I a is

that "[t]he value ofail property shah he ascertained front thee idence outs sound, intrinsic



and thunediate value, for purposes ofaIe between a willing seller and a willin buyer

without consideration of speculative alues

.tter liiving rc ewed ill the idcncc ri lie cac. the adriiuiitrathc oIe linds tlirt

the subject propel-tv should he valued at S40J00 a conrejided iv the assessor ofpropeily

Since the taxpayer is appealing from the determination oldie Sumner nutil’ Board

ofFqualtzation, the hurden olproofi nfl lie ta.’Inlcr. See Slate BLtinl of l.c1riali,alion

Rule 0600-I-.l lii flhr LorA ‘lining C.rnPFptin I. Tennessee II Oiwhii natal

Bawd, 6? SW.?d 515 Teriri. App. I I.

The admjtij.rr;,tive judge finds that the fair market value of uhject property as of

JnritLir I 2t0 c:tiii,lisjtes tile icle’ajit issue. Theadrnirlis!rmi ejutige fiiids that Ike

A sseNr, ii r Appeals omni issioii tta repeatedly rejected argumetih lia,.el upon the aniowu

by which an appraisal has increased as a consequence ofreappraisal. For example, the

Comini’io,i rejected sue an anzu’nent in F. B. Ki&ell, fr Shelb’ County, *Iax ‘cirs 99’

and I’$12 rensonhlie in pcitiiicrit part as lollows:

The rate ofIncieINL’ in the assesnient ofthe ubjeel
property since the last reappraisal or even last "ear may he
alarming hut is not evidence that the value is wrong. It
coitcen able that valLies may change ilraniarically mr sonic
pnipeflie,eeri ier it short oftime i a veal.

The best evidence oftlie present value of a residential
property is generally sales ofproperties comparable to tIle
subject, comparable in features relevant to value. Perfect

rnparahil it is not required. hut reIe ‘Mt di iThrciice should he
explained and accounted for hy reasonable adjust ilci iti. It
evidence ol’ a sale is presented without Tic required anal S is
comparability it is di likuit or impossible for u.s to use the sale
as an indicator of value.

Final Decision, arid nlcr it2

lie administrativejudc luil’ that the taxpaels equalization :LrfyLiment rtiuit he

rejected. The administrutive judge tinds that the April 10, ,Lg4 decision of the State Board

oil qualization in Laurel I/ills *lpw-ancnts, el aL Davi Lson County, Tax Vtram 1981 and

I 9M2 I. hoLds that ‘as a mane’ ii lLL property in ‘leriiiessc i requ md to ft valLxe I and

equalized accurtlini to the ‘Market Value Ihi’ rY’ As caceLI Ti lie [jeLLEd, the Market

alue ‘I heory requires that propert "tie appraised annually at full niarket value and

equalized by application of the appropriate appraisal ratio .
. .‘ h/. at I.

Ilk Assessment Ap1ie;ih ‘ornrnlssi,n etaborated upon the concept ofcqualization iii

J"nrn&hn I. ..%lildn’cl J. FIeindon I itnnen* iun v. H ax Years I 9S9 and 111 0 tine

24, 1991 when it rejected the taxpayers equalization argument reasoning in penlineiit pan

is Ri! Ltii 5:



Iii contending the entire in erty should be appraised at b more
than %60000 for 1989 and 1990, the taxpayer is atlempting to
compare lii appralal wil It otliec. ihere are two liaw Iii th is
apl,itIacIi. Ijr. while the taxpaer K certainly cidttled to be
ppn tI at rio greater percentage tI- value than other lix pi ei

in lt,ihoi’iery County on the basis ofequaliztLtion the
assessors proofestablishes that IFti.- propeny is not appraised at
any higher percentage ot value than die level prevailing in
Montgomery County for 1989 and 1991. Ihat the taxpayer can
ti id other properties hicli a tr more underappraised than
avcr:ie dues no! entitle tim to similar tremtmenm. Secridly,
was the case he ibre the admi El it ía’ c judge, tile taxpax-er has
produced an iniplessive number of "eomparables but has not
adequitelv indicated how the properties compare to his own in
all re!e’ ant respects.

Final Decision and Urdcr at 2. Sec also Earl and 1-4sIi tINil/I[t - I Scvicr Counlv. lax

Years 1989 and 1990 June 26, 1991. wherein the Commission rejected the taxpayers

equalization argument reasoning that It]]ie evidemice ofother tax-appraised values might be

relevant lit indicated that properties throughout the unty were LJiuicrappi;iLsctI Final

ecmiori and rder 113

he adniinistntivejudue finds that the assessor introduced numerous sales in support

o 1. Fi i c III cnt}on of’ ii IL. RespcctIull v the taxpayer did not introduce any comparable

siles. hut si,iiplv icslifjcd comicernirig the assessor’s appnmi.s:ils ol iictrl,v tracts. Ironically.

one of the appraisals relirrred to by the taxpayer in’ v]ved a 5 acre tract located it 162

Keytown Road parcel I4-7!7 1-105.01 which sold for 3ll.0O0 on May 7.2004. The

adminii rat’ ye j LJ&LgC finds that the indicated sale price of S562 per acre exceeds lie

msses,r s current appraisal of subject acre;ige.

rite administrative jude finds that the taxpaer introduced insullicient c’ deuce to

quantify an v loss in ‘aue attributable to the pciw erli nes or condition of the i mproveiiicnts.

Absemu ititlitiorial echle,ice. the administrativejudc must 1,rtsLine that the eor has

adeqtmai ely accounted for these tic irs.

ORDER

It i there Lore ORDERED that the following value and as,emnenit be adopted tin tax

year

LANDALtE lIT’ROVI.tlINJ VAI.UIi It II Al. ALL1[ .SlHSMhiNL

S25900 S14.4t.n0 S40300 Sl{,075

It i PU RU I R ORDERED that any app] ic:’l, Ic I icalng col he assessed pursuant It I

leitm,. ode Ann. § 6-5-l5l Ld and State Board il Equahiniliomt Rule 16111. ‘-.17.

Pursuant to the Uniti,rrn Administrative Procedures Act. lenn Code Ann. 4-5-

30 -325. Than. Code Ann. 67-S- ISOl, and the Rules of Conte’led Case Procedure of the

State Board of Equali al non, the parties are advi.trd of the lowiiir rcrnedi c:



I. A party may appeal this decision and order to the Assessment Appeals

L]ainhis’oT1 pIirsotrt to 1e1111 C&xle Aim. § 67-s- I lI and Rule 116fl1-I-.12

ol lie oiilcslcd Case l’iucetItLre the Slaic Hoard of qualizalion.

1 eiitiessee Code Annotated 67-5-I 501c provid that an appeal must be

fikd within thirty 30 days from the date the inifial decision is still."

Rule o{ I- F - I the I ,iitested Case Procedures o1 Ihe Stale Board of

Hqualiatioii provides that the apieaI tiled ‘villi lie .XLcuti’c Secictarv of

the State Board and that the appeal identify the allegedly erroneous

findings offact and/or conclusious of law iii the initial order: or

A partY may petition for reconsider:iiiun ultitis fcc:iLoa and urder pursuant

Tenn. Code A tm. 4-5- 17 within titleeti 5 thn of I lie eats’ of the uikr

The petition to! reconsideration must state the specific grounLis upon which

relief is reucstcd. The filing of a ict it In]! or reconsideration is lot a

prerequisite for seeking udininbiiatic u judicial ic ic"; or

3. A puny may pen in’ for a slav of effect VU] leSS of tli is dcc isbn ild order

pursuant to Tenn, Code Ann. 4-5-316 within se’ cit 7 days of the entry of

the order.

This ni-ler jots not become ma1 untLl iii oFFicial certificate is is’u,etl liv lie

Assesment Appeals Coin iii issrn. Official ecilificates are normal I issued scvent

75 das after the entry of the initial decision and order fno pacts has appealed.

[N FEREL this I di day of May, 2106,

MARK 3. MINSKY
ADMINIS[RATIVF 1L.JDGE
*lENNlssl-:l Dl-.lAllMl-Nf ii: SLA1]-,
ADMINISTRATIVII PRX’l-.[t RES DIVISI

Ms Helen C. Taylor
John C. shell .AsscssL] r ol Property
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